Both the Fahimi et al. and Boyle et al. papers provide reasonable approaches to measuring the same thing -landline coverage in the listed residential 100-banks from Telcordia. The fact that the two papers reach different conclusions is puzzling since both appear to start from about the same place. In order to sort out this controversy, we need to look at each component in the process separately.
Although the two sets of authors stratify the frame in different ways, both end up with relatively equal counts of listed 100-banks (just under 3 million). When the 100-banks from the other strata in the frame are added to those counts, both papers report totals of about 9 million or so 100-banks. Moreover, after doing a little checking, I have concluded that both groups of researchers have counts of total households (about 112 million) and non-landline households (those cell-only or with no phone service) that are roughly the same (close to 20% of households or 22 million). Since they both start equal, why don't they end up that way? I believe the problem, as concluded by Boyle et al., is a non-statistical one, it is all in the administrative process that goes into identifying a residential number. The results of that research should be presented jointly in journals and at conferences. This does not ensure we have the right estimates, but it is a big step in the right direction. 
